Background: Interprofessional curricula have often lacked explicit reference to theory despite calls for a more theoretically-informed field that illuminates curricular assumptions and justifies curricular practices.
BACKGROUND
Global changes in the organisation and integration health and social care services has placed demands upon professionals to work together, often in ways that challenge and overlap traditional role boundaries. Despite this, the prevalence of public inquiries into service failures (e.g. DH, 2001; , DE, 2010 has demonstrated that health and social care teams do not always collaborate optimally. Interprofessional education (IPE) -proposed as a means of optimising the delivery of safe, high quality care -brings together different professionals to learn about, from and with one another with the aim of preparing a workforce that is ready for team working (Hammick, 1998; WHO, 2010) . Published descriptions and evaluations of IPE curricula often lack reference to a theoretical foundation (Hean et al., 2009; Reeves et al., 2011;  Institute of Medicine, 2015). Without engagement with theory, curricula risk offering only partial accounts that ignore assumptions about how and why phenomena occur.
Researchers have attempted to plot the range and extent of theories in use (e.g. Colyer Barr (2013) summarises key theories in an overview and moves towards a theoretical framework underpinning IPE. None of these take a systematic approach to searching and synthesising these theories. Where systematic review procedures have been utilised these have either focused upon specific theory types (Hean et al., 2009) or have limited their scoping to studies where learning outcomes have been evaluated . Reeves et al. (2007) and Suter et al (2013) report an extensive scoping review of educational and organisational theories, illustrating the range of theories applied to IPE, whilst neglecting the ways in which theory was applied. The review described in this paper consolidates and adds to these scoping reviews by synthesising the pragmatic contributions that high quality theories have made to all elements of curricular design, delivery and evaluation in IPE.
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AIM
This review aims to describe the contribution of theory to the design, delivery and evaluation of interprofessional curricula
The objectives are:
 To identify the curricular practices to which theory has contributed;  To summarise these theories;
 To explain how theories have contributed to these curricular practices.
METHOD
Search strategy and Initial screening
The electronic databases Medline, CINAHL, ERIC and PsychInfo were searched from January 1988 to January 2015, making the review 2 years out of date at the point of final submission.
The theoretical sophistication of the area was rapidly expanding at the time of the end of the review, and these date restrictions will have excluded potentially high quality theory use published after the end date of the review. This review however offers a snapshot of a period in time in which IPE moved from a largely atheoretical period to this rapidly expanding and theoretically more sophisticated period. Unlike more traditional reviews of empirical evidence, a snapshot of theory use is acceptable practice, as there is no linear accumulation of evidence surrounding any one phenomenon.
The selection of search terms in the search strategy followed recommendations on systematic reviews for searching theory utilising Booth and Carroll's (2015) BeHEMoTh framework (Behaviour; Health condition or context; Models or Theories) drawing on comprehensive search terms developed from previous systematic reviews (Colyer et al, 2009; Freeth et al., 2002; Reeves et al., 2011) . A total of 3438 citations were retrieved.
The review team searched titles and abstracts for articles that met both of the following criteria: BEME REPORT  Content relevant to an IPE curriculum: The broadest definition of curriculum was used to include "…all the activities, all the experiences and all the learning for which an institution or a teacher takes responsibility -either deliberately or by default…." (Fish and Coles, 2005) to account for both planned and unplanned learning. Curriculum could be of any duration and in any setting. An IPE curriculum involved students from two or more professions learning together (WHO, 2010) .
 Contribution of theory: Aligning to Walker & Avant's (2005) definition of theory, papers were included where a theory or theories were specifically referred to as influencing, predicting, describing, explaining, prescribing, interpreting or organising the design, delivery or evaluation of IPE curricula.
Full details of the initial search strategy and selection criteria are detailed in appendix 1 (appendices available online as supplementary material at https://www.bemecollaboration.org/Published+Reviews/).
Inter-rater reliability was tested on a randomised sample of 408 papers aiming for 80% agreement (Mokkink 2010; McHugh 2012) . Where there was disagreement, each member provided justification for their decision-making. Where disagreement persisted, a third review team member mediated the discussion and quality-assessed the controversial paper in order to reach a final decision. A total of 640 papers were taken forward for further assessment of theoretical quality.
Assessment of theoretical quality
The assessment of methodological quality is a core process in selecting papers that report studies of sufficient rigour to constitute good evidence. Where theory is the focus of the review and papers are both empirical and non-empirical in nature, the focus is reframed to assess the theoretical quality with which theory has contributed to curricular processes.
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Whilst a number of criterion-referenced frameworks for assessing methodological quality are widely referenced and debated amongst the academy (e.g. Greenhalgh 1997; CASP 2012), there is no criterion-referenced framework available to judge the quality of theory contribution. The review team developed a theoretical quality tool (TQT) to appraise theoretical quality (Hean et al. 2016) , adapting the dimensions of theory evaluation proposed by Fawcett (2005) and
Fawcett & Downs. Papers demonstrating pragmatic adequacy of theory and accessible articulation of theoretical were included. Appendix 2 provides a worked example. The TQT and procedures for assessing theoretical quality and interrater reliability were piloted by paired reviewers on a sub-sample of 54 papers and as previously described.
Final cross-check and selection
A large number of papers of high theoretical sophistication did not link the theory explicitly to an 'actual' curriculum or curricular process that had 'actually' been implemented. These papers were classified as 'aspirational' -they provided robust theoretical discussions, but without application to curricular practices. These 'aspirational' papers were excluded, leaving a final sample of 91 papers for extraction and synthesis. Figure 1 provides an overview of how the final sample of papers was reached, and appendix 3 references the 91 included studies.
INSERT FIGURE 1 HERE
Data Extraction
Given the review aim of describing and explaining the contribution of theory to the design, The tool was piloted during a 2-day review team workshop to 'practise' extraction.
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Evidence Synthesis
The synthesis presented below is a narrative to meet the objectives of the review. The final sample demonstrated considerable heterogeneity which prevented meta-analysis. A framework approach (Pope et al. 2000) applied an a priori curricular framing to the narrative synthesis of theories-in-use (Popay et al, 2006) . Where relevant, realist principles (Pawson, 2006; Dalkin, 2015) have been integrated into the narrative.
RESULTS
Overview of the sample
Most papers (59/91 (65%)) are written by more than 3 authors suggesting that the theory quality is enhanced when multiple authors collaborate ( Table 1 ). All papers had at least one author affiliated to higher education, with only 14% having a co-author affiliated to a care provider. Almost all papers (86%) were authored in the UK, Canada or USA. This may reflect the English Language inclusion criterion of the sample but also a longer political history of IPE in these countries. Only four papers reported international collaboration. Most author teams are from the same university department. Low levels of international, inter-institutional and interdepartmental collaborations suggest these interactions do not appear to contribute considerably to theoretical fertility in the current evidence base. 
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Components of curricula where theory contributes Table 3 illustrates how theories have contributed to components of interprofessional curricula.
Theories are used most often linked to specific learning activities (47%) and to illuminate assumptions or justify the approach to evaluating an interprofessional curriculum or activity (54%). Table 2 HERE   TABLE 3 HERE Table 3 maps theories that have contributed to interprofessional curricular components. The synthesis below explains how these theories have contributed to design, delivery and evaluation of interprofessional curricula.
CURRICULUM DESIGN AND DEVELOPMENT
Planning, management and governance
Six papers provided a theoretical contribution to the planning, management or governance of interprofessional curricula. Sommerfeldt et al (2011) and Dematteo and Reeves (2011) used Appreciative Inquiry to manage the activities of curriculum committees responsible for designing clinical units offering practice-based IPE. Appreciative inquiry informed management principles by emphasising the need for a 'safe' working environment for committee members. As a result, individuals charged with designing IPE could share perspectives openly without fear of retribution. Horder (1996) incorporates concepts of first and second order change and health promotion strategies. These theories contributed to developing interagency training across partner organisations. IPE was viewed as a form of organisational change and these theories justified BEME REPORT how cultural change (e.g. creating vision and building partnerships) is required before structural are made to promote partnership working. 
Faculty, facilitator or teacher development
The contact hypothesis is combined with adult learning theory by Freeman et al (2010) to inform training programmes for IPE facilitators. These theories contribute directly to content of learning as facilitators explore explicitly how these inform the curriculum they will facilitate. But these theories also contribute to the delivery of the facilitator training itself, as facilitators from different professions are brought into contact in a safe environment to learn from one another about the IPE intervention. Facilitators from different professions work towards a common vision and are encouraged to engage with a range of learning approaches to account for the many approaches the will encounter during IPE facilitation. This suggests that faculty benefit from similar interprofessional experiences to those provided for the learners they will facilitate. Anderson et al (2011) use cognitive dissonance theory to underpin facilitator training, using it to explain attitude changes expressed in interviews with neophyte IPE facilitators. They suggest that educators with negative attitudes towards IPE, when asked to facilitate IPE for the first time, can experience dissonance and thus a state of psychological tension. Through involvement in IPE they seek to reduce this inconsistency by changing their cognitions about the programme.
Hereby positive and confident educators develop, who are able to lead positive and effective interprofessional learning. This suggests that IPE facilitators should engage in IPE early and actively if their attitudes towards IPE are to change.
Finally, Colyer (2008) combines the lens of social identity with that of psychosocial transition theory when evaluating academic staff's engagement in an established pre-registration IPE event. This approach views the move from uniprofessional to interprofessional education as a psychosocial transition, a process of psychological adaptation to a different social world. Colyer uses this framework to interpret staff experiences of implementing IPE and the observed attitudes and behaviours of staff who are either ambivalent or hostile to this intervention. From this theoretical standpoint, interprofessional learning is seen as a compromise of professional identity that precipitates feelings and behaviours associated with loss.
CURRICULUM DELIVERY
Learning Outcomes
Learning outcomes of an IPE programme are often uncritically accepted by curriculum developers and many descriptions of curricula provide no theoretical justification for why This has some overlap with the concept of situational awareness utilised by Hall et al (2013) .
Situational awareness is the sensitivity required to undertake the most appropriate action in a particular situation based on the need, available resources and environment. They use this concept to design activities and assessment strategies that enable learners to engage with interprofessional decision-making and reasoning. 1985) connections between outcomes and three main dimensions of curriculum: the 'Null', 'Explicit' and 'Implicit' or hidden curriculum. They differentiate the explicit learning outcomes from the implicit outcomes (such as values and beliefs) and the outcomes lost by what has been omitted. They indicate that curriculum developers must be aware of how these dimensions lead to both anticipated and unanticipated outcomes for learners.
Learning activities
As shown above, theories have often been combined to enable a theoretical justification for learning outcomes (e.g. cultural competence) to be made, whilst also illuminating the mechanism through which the outcome is achieved (e.g. using developmental models of cultural sensitivity). Theories that explained or illuminated how interprofessional learning activities were designed and delivered are categorised as broadly constructivist or social constructionist (no papers drew explicitly on behaviourist assumptions when applying theory to learning activities) or whether they were deployed to explain intergroup processes or as cognitive tools to facilitate learning. constructivist justification for ALT was rarely explained and many papers did not reach the theoretical quality threshold for selection, failing to explain the theory or articulate its application to learning processes. This may, in some cases, have been an artefact of word length restrictions at publication.
Constructivist learning theories
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Where theoretical articulation and application of ALT met the quality threshold, they were used to justify specific interactive, group-based, reflective learning activities. Principles were operationalised through small group discussion, role play, reflective diary writing, and participation or observation of real and simulated interprofessional practices. Lotrecchiano 
Social constructionist theories
Reflection also plays a key role in learning activities that claim to provide transformational learning experiences. Transformational learning is a social constructionist approach to learning emphasising the importance of social interaction. Included studies provided detailed accounts of how transformational learning is operationalized and embedded, rather than simply describing that it occured. Gupta (2006) enabled learners to apply knowledge at two separate increments to develop collaborative selfefficacy. Fellow students were able to engage in observational learning, watching their peers engage in these two scenarios as interprofessional teams. Learners worked together in pairs planning their approach to a case, and then in groups explaining and discussing their respective roles. Contribution to group success was emphasised throughout as learners were representing their respective professions. Group leaders encouraged comparison and feedback on ideas presented by other learners. The success of the approach was also attributed to the institutional support of senior staff, as the learning was perceived as valuable to the organisation. Each group was given information about the others' educational backgrounds and told that all participants were in the final year of their professional training (implying equal status in the programme).
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Other theories that place emphasis on the social interactions of different stakeholders, include Theories explaining interactions between groups By far the most commonly cited theories used to explain in-group and inter-group interactions were the contact hypothesis and variants of social identity theory. The contact hypothesis has been frequently marshalled to evaluate and explain intergroup attitudinal change in response to IPE, though there is some variation in the choice of intergroup attitudes that are predicted to change (see Table 4 ).
TABLE 4 HERE
The contact hypothesis can also direct evaluations to the process by which IPE can bring about change, assessing the conditions of contact required to effect attitude change. Some studies 
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Waterson (2011) chose to unpick selected contact conditions in greater depth by complementing the contact hypothesis perspective with that of social interdependence theory.
They use this theory to expand on the need for intergroup contact to be rooted in successful cooperations between participants from different professional groups. The theory informs an analytical framework that identifies opportunities for giving and receiving help, exchanging resources and information and challenging each other's reasoning in interprofessional activities.
There is a synergy between the contact hypothesis, social identity theory and the concept of 
Complexity theory is introduced as a cognitive tool into facilitator and learner handbooks by
McMurty (2010) to help these stakeholders make sense of interprofessional practice. McMurty (2010) and Cooper et al (2004 Cooper et al ( , 2006 Cooper et al ( , 2009 ) also use complexity theory in the analysis of stakeholder data to make sense of how knowledge and consensus are developed within a BEME REPORT functioning interprofessional team. Finally, Rodehorst et al (2005) used diffusion of innovation theory as an evaluative lens. They emphasise the facets of the social system that are necessary to communicate and implement interprofessional curricula. The study uses concepts of homophily (drawn to similarities) and heterophily (drawn to differences) to examine learners' perceptions of the norms, values and cultures of participating professional groups; and the motivations and hierarchies between participating professions. These dimensions were used to structure focus group discussions, demonstrating the need to account for these structures when planning and implementing interprofessional curricula.
DISCUSSION
This review aims to support interprofessional curriculum designers, educators and evaluators to select and apply theories that can meaningfully contribute to their activities. The wide variation in theories presented implies there is no gold standard theory of choice in the interprofessional field, rather a range of theories are available that may suit the purposes and contexts of users.
Previous scoping reviews (e.g. Reeves et al., 2011) located only 20 studies in which theoretical frameworks were described, concluding that such limited use of theory made it difficult to include theory in their conceptual meta-framework describing IPE. Our sample of 91 papers, a reflection of the inclusion of both empirical and non-empirical papers, suggests the field has since become more theoretically fertile. The quality of theory's contribution has improved over time, perhaps coinciding with the emergent recognition of IPE as under-theorised and subsequent calls to provide theoretical justifications for curricular activities (e.g. Reeves and Hean, 2013) .
This review evidences that stakeholders select theory contingent on whether it is the design and delivery of IPE (i.e. the planning, management or governance of the curriculum) or the learning experience of IPE itself that is the focus. Where design and delivery are the focus, the curriculum developer will find there are fewer theories in use to choose from, but theories such as appreciate inquiry may be used to manage IPE committees, or psychosocial transition theory can be used to better understand how new facilitators respond to engagement in IPE for the first time.
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In contrast, a plethora of theories have been used to underpin the students' experiences of IPE.
Together these fall into categories based on whether they explain/predict the outcomes of IPE or the processes by which these outcomes are achieved. Theory also predicts processes/outcomes at individual, group or systems levels of analysis. A number of theories were used to underpin the choice of learning outcome. The learning outcomes described in the Theories have been well utilised to explain the processes by which IPE is thought to have an impact. These largely underpin the design and evaluation of IPE activities and may take a cognitive constructivist approach (e.g. Kolb's experiential learning) focusing on the learning and cognition of the individual. In analysing interprofessional groups, social constructivist approaches are appropriate in which learning or behaviours are seen as mediated by interactions with external factors such as other students or educators (e.g. cooperative learning theory). Some theories highlight that these social interactions are with other professional groups and focus on intergroup processes (e.g. contact hypothesis), whereas others focus on specific dimensions of working with others such as power imbalances (e.g. professional disclosure) or the quality of communication (e.g. community of inquiry).
At a systems level, using theories such as activity systems theory and complexity theory provide a broader overview of the processes at play within an IPE programme and highlight that learning outcomes may be unpredictable and develop expansively as learners work together around a common goal. These provide a framework for understanding the complex and indeterminate nature of IPE, helping IPE developers recognise, or interpret, the multiple confounding influences that play out within and beyond their immediate control.
Descriptions of curriculum design tended to be separate from the descriptions of programme evaluation. Logically, there should be a match between the theory underpinning the programme design and what is subsequently evaluated (Pawson, 2006) , although this match is not often evident. This mismatch meant there were insufficient papers that provided enough empirical testing of any one theory, or a comparison of alternatives, to draw valid conclusions regarding whether one theory may be more effective than another. In future, better matching of the 
curriculum design and evaluation being conducted in isolation, either in terms of who conducts the evaluation or when the evaluation is scheduled. It is not uncommon for the decision to evaluate a curriculum to be made after the curriculum is designed and for researchers not engaged in the original design of the IPE programme, to conduct it. That said, a separation of theoretical frameworks for curriculum evaluation and curriculum design may yield benefits. For example, an alternative theoretical design in the evaluation may uncover the informal or hidden curriculum that had not been the initial intention of the curriculum development team. The outcomes of these evaluations may feed into lessons for the future design and delivery of IPE.
Selection of an adequate theory is not however sufficient when designing IPE curricula and evaluations. The theory must also be well applied. The search strategy located (but excluded) many papers where theory-in-action was clearly recognisable, but had not been articulated clearly or linked it to a specific curricular activity. If papers had mentioned theory, the premise of the theory was often poorly articulated or its contribution or operationalization was unclear.
Staff development in 'theoretical awareness' for IPE designers and evaluators is recommended 
INSERT FIGURE 2 HERE
LIMITATIONS
Despite our efforts as a review team to minimise individual bias and reach consensus on meaning and assessments made of papers, the review has several limitations. It is possible that variations in reporting and key wording in the literature may have led to some papers being missed. Further, limiting the review to English language will have missed a number of potentially relevant papers written in other languages. We also recognise the bias towards publication of work that reports positive results even when the design of the report is not empirical research.
CONCLUSION
This review has provided a synthesis of a wide range of theories that have been used effectively as tools to structure and defend the components of interprofessional education. There is no single theory that will encompass all they wish to explain/predict and that a range of approaches or a combination of these may need to be taken.
In embarking on the selection of a theoretical framework, curriculum designers, educators and evaluators should distinguish between the curricular components they wish to explore or apply theory to. In identifying whether it is design, delivery or learner experience that is the area of interest, researchers can refine their theoretical selections. Some may prefer to focus on processes, some on outcomes at the level of the individual, the group or the system. When this choice has been made, they may refer to the synthesis presented in Figure 2 to select a theory and refer to its antecedents in the evidence base. Theoretical application should be robust and useful guidelines are provided by Hean et al (2016) .
There is a broad and developing richness of theories available to interprofessional stakeholders to underpin learning activities and evaluation. However, theorists need now to address the components of interprofessional curriculum design and development that are under-theorised.
These include curricular governance, facilitator training, assessment strategies. These components are less commonly or robustly defended. It is also encouraged that theoretical perspectives that move beyond individual processes and outcomes are harnessed. Group and systems-level theories may provide the sophisticated theoretical justifications that the interprofessional field requires to propel itself forward.
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APPENDIX 1: Search strategy and inclusion/exclusion criteria
(AB contact hypothesis) AND S28 S30
(AB profession* n1 identit*) AND S28 S31
(AB stereotyp*) AND S28 S32 (AU carpenter) AND S28 S33 (TX allport) AND S28 S34 (TX pettigrew) AND S28 S35 (TX hewstone) AND S28 S36 (AU hewstone) AND S28 S37
(AB intergroup n1 differ* ) AND S28 S38
(AB inter-group n1 differ* ) AND S28 S39 (AB Scaffolding) AND S28 S40
(AB zone n2 proximal n1 develop*) AND S28 S41 (TX Vygotsky) AND S28 S42 (TX Bourdieu) AND S28 S43 (TX Foucault) AND S28 S44 (TX Derrida) AND S28 S45 (TX Freire) AND S28 S46
(AB Social n1 capital) AND S28 S47 (AB Sociocultural) AND S28 S48
(AB Socio-cultural) AND S28 S49
(AB Activity n1 system) AND S28 S50 (TX Engeström) AND S28 S51 (AU Engeström )AND S28 S52
(AB community n2 practice) AND S28 S53 (TX wenger) AND S28 S54 (AB presage) AND S28 S55 (AB ripls) AND S28 SEARCH 3 S56
(AB Motivational interviewing) AND S28 S57
(AB organi?ational n1 change) AND S28 S58
(AB stages n2 change) AND S28 S59
(AB reasoned n1 action) AND S28 S60
(AB diffusion n2 innovation) AND S28 S61
(AB community n1 organi?ation* ) AND S28 S62
(AB social n1 market* ) AND S28 S63
(AB proceed n1 precede ) AND S28 S64
(AB social n1 ecolog* ) AND S28 S65
(AB precaution n1 adoption) AND S28 S66
(AB protection n1 motivation ) AND S28 S67
(AB Health n1 belief) AND S28 Papers describing interprofessional collaboration or practice with no reference to learning or teaching. Papers that explored informal learning experiences between professionals
Papers that reference theory as underpinning one or more components of the curriculum described.
Papers that discuss non-theoretical or technical models and frameworks without explicit alignment to a named theory. Frameworks that have no predictive or explanatory power. There are some frameworks that although lacking theoretical underpinning, still remain useful for IPE curriculum developers and evaluators in terms of consistency of approach to their work.
Empirical and non-empirical article.
Given the review aims of describing and explaining the contribution of theory to the design, delivery and evaluation of interprofessional curricula -both empirical and non empirical papers were included.
Theses, monographs, book chapters, policy documents and grey literature
Papers that described theory as deductively applied to, or recognised in, specified curricular processes Papers that engaged in inductive theory generation. iii. Who will find this useful? (PA)   1 Researchers: Provides ways in which researchers can make sense of the experiences of an IPE committee, in which outcomes are complex, unstable and emergent and not linear. Provides the analytical framework for a deductive content analysis of qualitative data. Curriculum designers: Complexity theory underpins guidance of how IPE committees can be run in the future which has pragmatic use for If answer "yes" to question 1 then proceed to question 2. If answer "no" to question 1 then consider "Not for Detailed Best Evidence Review" ALL PAPERS THAT ANSWER "YES" TO QUESTION 1
BEME REPORT
Y=1 N=0
If "yes", How? If "no", Why? IS THEORY CLEARLY ARTICULATED? i.
Can you easily understand the abstract concepts presented and how they relate to practice? (P, T, PA.)
Yes
Concept of complex systems is clearly articulated: 3 dimensions and 5 conditions for learning spelt out for a complex system. Each of these are clearly described in detail and then related to the IPE committee.
Our criteria for determining the presence (or absence) of complexity in the curriculum development process involved three key principles characterizing emergent complex systems and five conditions for nurturing learning in such systems…(p104) ii.
Can you understand how the components of the theory relate to one another? (T, P) 1 Yes, they propose that: the IPE committee is a complex system and then distinguish between the principles of complexity theory (e.g. nestedness) and that these five conditions are required for collective learning to take place within a complex system (e.g. decentralsied control).
iii. Are testable/useable propositions derived from the theory clearly presented? (T) 1 Yes, they propose that: the IPE committee is a complex system and therefore using a theory that explains the principles and conditions for learning within a complex system is a relevant framework to use in the analysis of these events.
our intent was to analyse previously recorded experiences of the focus group participants 1) to determine whether the development process can be understood as the unfolding of a complex system and 2) to reflect on how framing participants' experiences in this manner might yield lessons that could be useful for others engaging in similar exploratory, open-ended, interprofessional curriculum development efforts (p103). EMPIRICAL PAPERS ONLY
Y=1 N=0
If "yes", How? If "no", Why?
IS THERE EVIDENCE OF OPERATIONAL AND EMPIRICAL ADEQUACY?
i.
Are theoretical claims tested or used empirically? (EA; T, OA)
1 Yes Focus group data collected and retrospectively analysed using this theory framework.
A deductive content analysis of the data was performed. The three principles and five conditions for emergent complex systems served as a predetermined categorization framework for the coding of the data.
Clearly spells out principles and conditions of complexity theory. Links these to data collected in focus groups with IPE committee members. ii.
Are the methods of data collection appropriate to test/in the use of the theory or the propositions derived from the theory?(OA) 1 Yes Theory deductively applied.
Theoretical framework underpins the approach taken to a content analysis analysis:
One of the authors (LW) first read the quotes, comparing each one against each of the principles and conditions and, if there was a sufficient match, coding each quote accordingly (p105). iii.
Does the empirical evidence presented confirm the theory or propositions? Is there congruence between the theory and the evidence collected?(EA) 1 Yes. In the analysis of the transcripts, clear evidence is provided that illustrates each of the of the three principles of complexity theories and the stated learning conditions Yes, evidence of the principles and conditions are found within the focus group data.
These principles and conditions are described in greater detail in the Results section, with each presented alongside concrete illustrations drawn from the focus group data (p104).
Fawcett and Downs' criteria in brackets: Parsimony (P); Testability (T); Operational Adequacy (OA); Empirical Adequacy (EA); Pragmatic Adequacy (PA).
